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Statement of the Problem
Do teachers' attitudes toward the school and faculty meetings
under a democratic leadership differ from those under autocratic leader¬
ship?
Assumption
The discrepancy between the teacher's perception of a school's
organizational pattern according to Likert's Scale and what that pattern
ought to be is an appropriate description of that school's organizational
climate.
Hypothesis
There is no relationship between organizational climate as per¬
ceived by teachers and their attitudes toward faculty meetings.
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Method of Research
The Descriptive Survey method of research was used to gather the
data required for the study. Data were categorized and compared with
the aid of charts and graphs.
Scope of Study
This exploratory study was limited to 100 persons representing
six elementary schools. There was one principal and 15-20 faculty mem¬
bers from each of the six schools. Schools and faculties were selected
using a stratified random sample. Three schools were perceived to have
autocratic leadership and three were perceived to have democratic leader¬
ship from observation and teacher's personal comments.
Collection of Data
The writer used Likert's Abbreviated Profile of Organizational
Characteristics to determine the leadership style present in the school.
The magnitude of the discrepancy between the perceptions of teachers in
each school with their collectively identified ideal of leadership style
was used to determine climate.
The writer felt that her sampling of 100 professional staff mem¬
bers and the return of sixty-eight questionnaires were sufficient to do
a study of Selected Elementary School Teachers' and Principals' Attitudes
Toward Faculty Meetings in the Fulton County School System. Six elemen¬
tary schools comprised of 100 staff members and their principals were
the subjects used in the study. Some answers which emerged are listed
below as "findings" of this study.
3
Findings
1. Schools #1 and #2 were identified as autocratic
schools by teachers.
2. Schools #3, #4, #5, and #6 were identified as
democratic schools by teachers.
3. There was no significant difference between the
perceptions of "what is" and "what ought" to be
in administrative and supervisory practices for
principals and teachers. Both principals and
teachers realize the discrepancy between the
existing situation and the ideal situation.
4. There was no difference between the "ought"
levels of operation in democratically and
autocratically operated schools.
5. Principals perceived what occurred in their
faculty meetings differently than the teachers.
6. There was no relationship between satisfaction
with leadership and satisfaction with faculty
meetings as indicated in Table 11.
7. The study supports the null hypothesis;
Ho There is no relationship between or¬
ganizational climate as perceived by
teachers and their attitudes toward
faculty meetings.
Conclusions
An analysis of the findings of this study warrants the following
conclusions;
1. There was a difference between the misconcep¬
tions generated by popular discussion and the
actual leadership style of the principals.
2. Both principals and faculty members recognized
a disparity between the way principals exer¬
cise leadership and the way they thought he
should.
3. The teachers were not satisfied with faculty
meetings as much as the principal perceived
them to be.
4. Faculty members were barely tolerant of faculty
meetings.
5. Leadership style has nothing to do with attitudes
toward faculty meetings.
Implications
The findings and conclusions of this report on research warrant
that certain implications be drawn. The implications of this study are
1. One cannot judge the acceptability of faculty
meetings and faculty members solely on the
basis of leadership style in the school.
2. That teachers need to be given an opportunity
to evaluate and discuss the merits of faculty
meetings with the principal.
3. Better mechanisms for carrying out faculty
meetings be developed.
Recommendations
The findings, conclusions and implications derived from this re
search warrant the following recommendations:
1. That a teacher-principal committee be established
to evaluate and make appraisals by means of periodic
reviews so that there would be a minimum of dis¬
satisfaction and a productive use of time.
2. That a continuous study be conducted so that infor¬
mation will be available to assess the effective¬
ness of faculty meetings.
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It has been determined: "One of the surest ways to destroy the
effectiveness of a group is to create an atmosphere which is not per¬
missive—one in which members do not feel free to comment, to question,
to compare, and to express a differing point of view."^ The features
described here are typical of autocratic leadership; directly opposite
features represent democratic leadership. Much concern has developed
about the functions and attitudes of groups under the different leader¬
ship situations. Teacher groups are no exception.
For this study attention will be focused on two kinds of super¬
visory leadership, namely autocratic and democratic. "Under an auto¬
cratic leader, orders are given to the employees and they are supposed
to carry them out. There's a constant check on everyone to see that
orders are being followed. There is also rigid discipline with praise of
, „2
members being limited and everyone conscious of the leaders authority.
^J. Minor Gwynn, Theory and Practice of Supervision (New York:




"No member is likely to use his own initiative without finding
out what the leader thinks of it. Members retrogress toward dependency,
submission and unwillingness to accept responsibility. The group finally
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reaches a stage where it can exist only under the autocratic leader."
"Under the democratic leader every effort is made to allow the
group to share in work planning and scheduling. Reasons are explained to
the group when the administrator makes a decision alone. Every member
understands his work and enjoys success in it. Praise on the one hand
and criticism on the other hand are given in terms of the results of
work, not in terms of the leader's personal likes or dislikes.
Under a democratic leader every member has a sense of belonging
to this group. Each member has enthusiasm for his work. Teamwork is
evident and members grow into positions of greater responsibility. There
are fewer personal problems and the leader has more time to devote to
planning and constructive leadership.^
Faculty meetings continue to provide an excellent avenue for
teacher education. Although it is difficult to generalize because of
variations in size of faculties, type of community, complexities of school
organization, and other factors, faculty meetings continue to provide
opportunity for relationships among administrative and teaching personnel
not provided for in any other way.
Research has shown that teacher dissatisfaction with faculty
meetings is no new phenomenon. Blumberg and Amidon reported the follow¬
ing research findings in 1962:
3 4 5•^Ibid. Ibid. Ibid.
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1. Teachers take a rather dim view of their
faculty meetings as a use of time and
energy.
2. Attitudes toward faculty meetings tend
to parallel more general feelings about
the school and its faculty; that is, the
more negative the attitude toward the
faculty meeting, the more negative the
feelings about school as a whole, and
vice versa.
3. The critical variable accounting for
differences in teacher attitudes from
school to school seems to be the princi¬
pal's behavior as reflected in the pattern
of meeting interaction, as that is per¬
ceived by the teacher. More positive
attitudes are associated with faculty-
centered interaction (the locus of
responsibility and control being with
the faculty); more negative attitudes are
related to principal-centered interaction
(the locus of responsibility and control
resting on the principal).^
The writer has become interested in this relationship which seems
to exist between general teacher attitudes toward the school and specific
teacher feelings about faculty meetings. As a result she has investigated
the two sets of perceptions in six selected school settings. These schools
were selected because responses, behaviors and attitudes of teachers would
imply that three schools had principals who were autocratic and three had
principals who were democratic.
Statement of the Problem
Do teachers' attitudes toward the school and faculty meetings
under a democratic leadership differ from those under autocratic leader¬
ship?
Arthur Blumberg and Edmund Amidon. "A Comparison of Teacher and
Principal Attitudes Toward Faculty Meetings," The Bulletin of the National
Association of Secondary School Principals 48 (1964): 45.
Assumption
The discrepancy between the teacher's perception of a school's
organizational pattern according to Likert's Scale and what that pattern
ought to be is an appropriate description of that school's organizational
climate.
Hypothesis
There is no relationship between organizational climate as per¬
ceived by teachers and their attitudes toward faculty meetings.
Method of Research
The Descriptive Survey method of research was used to gather the
data required for the study. Data were categorized and compared with the
aid of charts and graphs.
Scope of Study
This exploratory study was limited to 100 persons representing
six elementary schools. There was one principal and 15-20 faculty members
from each of the six schools. Schools and faculties were selected using
a stratified random sample. Three schools were perceived to have auto¬
cratic leadership and three were perceived to have democratic leadership
from observation and teachers' personal comments.
Collection of Data
The writer used Likert's Abbreviated Profile of Organizational
Characteristics to determine the leadership style present in the school.
The magnitude of the discrepancy between the perceptions of teachers in
each school with their collectively identified ideal of leadership style
was used to determine climate.
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She developed a questionnaire to gather data in order to answer
the questions posed in the hypothesis. The questionnaire had five possi¬
ble responses to assess the principal's and teachers' perceptions of atti¬
tudes toward faculty meetings.
Definitions
Autocratic Leader—The Leader gives orders; the
employees are supposed to carry them out. He
maintains a constant check on everyone to see that
his orders are being followed. He insists upon
rigid discipline, limits his praise of members,
and is conscious of his authority.^
Democratic Leader—The supervisor makes every effort
to allow the group to share in work planning and
scheduling. He wants every member to understand his
work and to enjoy success in it.
Climate—School climate is the atmosphere of a
school, the tone of the school or the school's
"personality".
Exploitative—A climate completely dominated by
the principal.
Benevolent—A climate where the principal consults
others but does more or less as he pleases.
Consultative—A climate where the principal con¬
sults others and is guided by the adivce he re¬
ceives .
Participative—A climate where everyone participates
in school activities.
^Summarized from Leland P. Bradford and Ronald Lippitt, "Building
a Democratic Work Group," Personnel 22 (November, 1945): 142-148.
CHAPTER II
REVIEW OF RELATED LITERATURE
A survey of the literature related to this study revealed a
wealth of materials in the areas of leadership and organizational
climate. The related literature has been categorized and presented
under the following captions: (1) Teacher Dissatisfaction with Faculty
Meetings; (2) Organizational Climate of the Schools; and (3) Leadership
Behavior.
Teacher Dissatisfaction with Faculty Meetings
"Teachers in several large cities, dissatisfied with the length
and format of their faculty meetings, have demanded in recent years
that their union negotiate conditions under which the principal may
schedule and conduct meetings with the faculty. One school board-union
contract even specified that principals may not read notices to the
,.8
teachers during meetings.
In another study, "Attitudes and Preferences of Teachers and
Administrators of School Supervision," by J. M. Hughes, teachers and
Q
Ross L. Neagley and Dean Evans, Handbook for Effective Super¬
vision of Instruction, 2nd edition (Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall,
Inc., 1970), p. 214.
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principals alike reported that they held faculty meetings at low
^ 9esteem.
Those faculty meetings which have been planned primarily to
promote faculty participation have frequently been called something
like "institute", "workshop", or "retreat".
Anthony Maffel describes teachers' meetings as "A Big BORE."
He states, "that teachers' meetings are noted for their inspiring talks,
attentive audiences, and popular appeal to both administrators and
teachers' rights. Anyone who believes otherwise should be excluded from
the universal membership of BORE (Brotherhood of Reasoning Educators)
It has been alleged that teachers' meetings have a cathartic
effect. After a grinding day spent trying to understand today's over¬
questioning and impulsive youth, a teacher hears the spirited inuendoes
and thoughtful non-sequiturs which ease their frustrations and tensions.
On the other hand, a sigh or a note of exasperation too often
accompanies the exclamation, "What, Another Meeting?" Charles R. Nelson,
Elementary Coordinator, San Diego County Schools, California suggests
that if meetings were planned and organized as productive enterprises,
12
both the sigh and the note of exasperation might be eliminated.
9
J. H. Hughes, "Attitudes and Preferences of Teachers and Admini¬
strators of School Supervision," (Evanston, Illinois: Northwestern Con¬
tributions to Education, School of Education Series, No. 12, 1939), pp.
38-39.
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Anthony Maffel, "Teachers' Meetings are a Big Bore," Instructor
Vol. 85, No. 5, (January 1976): p. 28.
^^Ibid., p. 28.
^^Charles R. Nelson, "What, Another Meeting?" Educational Leader¬
ship Vol. 7, (January 1950): pp. 256-260.
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Since the faculty meeting represents the only time a total
faculty is together for purpose of work, it offers valuable insights
concerning the psychological nature of the school's organization. Blum-
berg and Amidon's research suggests that a "mirror-like" relationship
apparently exists between the way teachers feel about their faculty meet¬
ings and the way they perceive the morale and working relationship of the
13
school as a whole. Not all the blame for poor meetings, however, can
be placed on leadership. Raymond H. Harrison and Lawrence E. Gowln in
their book. The Elementary Teacher in Action, state that the faculty must
assume a part of the blame for the type faculty meetings held.
"Teachers who are receptive and attentive to administra¬
tive bulletins, who read handbooks and other written in¬
formation, and who want to have professional caliber
faculty meetings are likely to get them. On the other
hand, the administrator can hardly be blamed for letting
his faculty meetings degenerate into sessions dealing
with routine matters if teachers bury handbooks and
bulletins in some remote corner and fail to read and
heed them. All teachers should pay close attention to
all communications from the administrative offices." ^
Organizational Climate
As any teacher or school executive moves from one school to
another he is inexorably struck by the difference he encounters in or¬
ganizational climates- He voices his reaction with such remarks as "You
don't have to be in a school very long before you feel the atmosphere of
a place.
Blumbert and Amidon, "A Comparison of Teachers' and Principals'
Attitudes Toward Faculty Meetings." p. 46.
14
Raymond H. Harrison and Lawrence E. Gowin, The Elementary
Teacher in A-ction (San Francisco, California; Wadsworth Publishing
Company, 1958), p. 256.
^^Andrew H. Halpin and Don B. Croft, The Organizational Climate
of Schools (Chicago: Midwest Administration Center, The University of
Chicago, 1963), p. 4.
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Because schools differ in many ways, experienced principals can
readily sense or "feel the individuality of a school or the school's
climate." How can we tell the difference between the schools?
Much of this evidence comes from observations of the behavior of
the people in the schools. In one school, faculty members appear to be
relaxed and at ease with each other; somehow they seem competent and
generate within a sense of confidence. In another school we find greater
tension; the teachers show it in their faces, the manner of their speech,
and how they teach and supervise students. The subtle differences which
characterize the psychological environment are the domain of organiza¬
tional climate, which Argyris calls "the living systems" of organizations.
Halpin states, "personality is to the Individual what organizational
climate is to the organization."^^
A climate study is an evaluation of the school, and—more
particularly—of the teachers and principal in it. The climate of the
school may be open or closed. Halpin stoutly affirms that, "an OPEN
18
climate is good and a CLOSED climate is bad." In his terminology,
climate types represent arbitrary points along a continuum from open to
closed, and the principal should attempt to change a school from "closed"
to "open". Halpin recognizes that not every school can do this:
It is possible that some schools in urban-core areas
cannot afford to contend with an "open" organiza¬
tional climate. The situation is similar to that of
some neurotics who, despite their unhealthy symptoms,
manage to cope with their world, even at a low and
precarious level of effectiveness.^^
^^Andrew W. Halpin, Theory and Research in Administration (New
York: The Macmillan Company, 1966), p. 131.
17 18
Ibid. Ibid.
^^Andrew W. Halpin, "Change and Organizational Climate," Ontario
Journal of Educational Research 8 (Spring 1966): p. 235.
16
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Rensis Likert designed another instrument known as a Profile of
Organizational Characteristics. The idea behind the Profile is to deter¬
mine the character of the management which pervades an organization by
analysis of the perceptions of selected personnel toward those who are
in authority positions. The Likert assumptions are that there are two
kinds of management systems, broadly Interpreted: (1) Authoritative,
(2) Participative. These are further subdivided into: (a) Exploita¬
tive—authoritative, (b) Benevolent—authoritative, (c) Consultative—
participative, (d) Participative—group.
His hypothesis is that a system will function more effectively,
the more it operates in a participative mode. (Likert lists the systems
as 1, 2, 3, and 4.)
From the evidence he cited that if we treat the casual variables
(the management system) rather than the intervening variables (coopera¬
tion, loyalty, attitudes, goals, assistance to peers, other motivations)
the end-results variables (higher quality, lower cost, higher volume)
will be affected favorably.
Likert goes on to argue that top management has failed to realize
that one of the greatest assets an organization has is the human involved.
Pushing for product, one may easily place a manager in charge who utilizes
these assets, exploits them by system 1 or 2 management tactics. His
short-term result is higher production; his long-term effect is a lowering
of quality of the intervening variables, with consequent lowering of
quality and amount of product.
Leadership Behavior
No group can be effective unless there are skillful leaders to
carry out certain indispensable functions. It is essential that these
11
persons know what they are doing and that they have the ability to exer-
20
cise their skills in an unobtrusive manner.
The position taken by Jenson et al., regarding elementary prin¬
cipalship was:
As one reviews the area of principal activity—
administrative management, instructional leader¬
ship plant supervisor, staff personnell—instruc¬
tional leadership emerges as the area which has
niunber one priority.
In the research study undertaken in 1968 by the Department of
Elementary School Principals, N.E.A., respondents were asked to select
from nine statements the one way in which they thought they were most
effective in improving instruction within their schools.
It was interesting to note that more than half (53.7 percent)
of the total sample selected as their most effective technique for im¬
proving instruction:
"By helping to create a climate in which
teachers, individually or collectively, are
encouraged to experiment and to share
ideas.
Research in the area of organizational climate has tended to
show that more good things happen in open climate. Most elementary prin¬
cipals in the field agree with this conclusion.
Neagley and Evans reported on a research study done by the
Department of Elementary School Principals, N.E.A., which revealed that
75 of 100 principals from a sample believe that they have primary re¬
sponsibility for supervision and the improvement of instruction within
their own schools. In the instance of those designated as supervising
20
Gw3mn, Theory and Practice of Supervision, p. 350.
^^Ibid., p. 84.
^%eagley and Evans, Handbook for Effective Supervision, pp. 102-103.
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principals, 82 percent acknowledge this to be true.
One of the primary functions of leadership in group settings is
to see that all members of the group are made as comfortable as physical
conditions permit. The leader should see to it that members are well
enough acquainted that they can proceed in a cordial, informal way. She
has responsibility for seeing that a problem before the group is clearly
stated and defined so that it is understood by everyone. She should try
to keep members on the topic at hand and headed in the right direction.
She should recognize each role as it is played by a member; and each
should be given a chance to make his contributions and should receive
credit where credit is due. "The wise leader, too, sees to it that the
24
group has a feeling of accomplishment as it makes progress."
Summary of Related Literature
The survey of related literature shows contradicting attitudes
about faculty meetings: Many teachers are dissatisfied with faculty
meetings and view these meetings as unnecessary events; on the other
hand, it has been stated that these meetings are inspirational, cathartic
and calming.
The organizational climate of the school has been traced to the
principal. The principal determines the climate, and the teachers re¬
flect it.
Studies on leadership behavior revealed the creation of a demo¬
cratic climate as the major goal of principals. These principals believe
that good things happen in open, democratic climates.
23ibid.
24American Association of School Administrators, Staff Relations
in School Administration, in Thirty-Third Yearbook of the National Educa¬




The data obtained from the analysis of sixty-eight responses
from professional staff members and six principals are presented in
this chapter. There were six elementary schools used in this study.
Out of the 100 persons to whom the instruments were sent, a total of
sixty-eight teachers and six principals responded to the twelve ques¬
tions on faculty meetings and the nineteen questions on organizational
25
climate.
Rensis Likert's Abbreviated Profile of Organizational Charac¬
teristics was used to determine the leadership style present in the
school and was plotted on graphs for each of the six schools. The
organizational characteristics are rated on a scale of one to sixteen
on six major headings, namely; "Leadership", "Motivation”, "Communica¬
tion", "Decisions", "Goals", and "Control".
Leadership—How much confidence is shown in sub¬
ordinates? (Your boss is his subordinates). How
free do they feel to talk to superiors about job?




Motivation—Is predominant use made of: (1) fear;
(2) threats; (3) punishment; (4) rewards; and (5)
involvement? Where is responsibility felt for
achieving organization's goals?
Communication—How much communication is aimed at
achieving organization's objectives? What is
direction of information flow? How is downward
communication accepted? How accurate is upward
communication? How well do superiors know prob¬
lems faced by subordinates?
Decisions—At what level are decisions formally made?
What is the origin of technical and professional
knowledge used in decision making? Are subordinates
involved in decisions related to their work? What
does the decision-making process contribute to
motivation?
Goals—How are organizational goals established?
How much covert resistance to goals is present?
Control—Is there an informal organization resisting
the formal one? What are cost, productivity and
other data used for? How much cooperative teamwork
exists?
Interpretation and Methods of Presentation
of Data from Graphs
The schools were numbered one to six with the faculty and prin¬
cipals placed by their respective schools. Averages were obtained to in¬
dicate how each principal and professional staff member perceived each of
the nineteen questions listed on the Abbreviated Profile of Organizational
Characteristics. Respondents were asked to place an X on a scale of 1 to
16 to indicate where the organization is presently and an 0 was used to
indicate where they think the organization should be. These scores were
tabulated and an average was found for X and 0 for teachers and principals
for the following areas: Leadership; Motivation; Communication; Decisions
Goals; and Control. These results were then plotted on a graph for each
school.
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Likert identified four basic styles; Exploitative, Benevolent,
Consultative and Participative. He placed these on a continuum from ex¬
tremely autocratic to fully participative. These two areas on the con-
tinuvnn are shown on the graphs.
The graphs that follow show the relationship of the teachers and
principals in regard to the level at which they believe the organization
of the school operates and where they believe it ought to operate. The
following areas were plotted on the graphs: L - Leadership; M - Moti¬
vation; C - Communication; D - Decisions; G - Goals; and C - Controls,
along with a summary of all responses.
The graphs were divided into four levels. The first four points
1, 2, 3, and 4 - Exploitative; points 5, 6, 7, and 8 - Benevolent; points
9, 10, 11, and 12 - Consultative; and points 13, 14, 15, and 16 - Parti¬
cipative. The lower two levels, points 1-8 are the first range, autocra¬
tic, and other points, 9-16 are the second range, the democratic.
There are columns for both the principal and for the teachers.
The darker columns represent the strengths of the responses for the way
the respondents see the items as "real"; the white columns represent the
way the respondents see the items as "ideal"; i.e., as they should be.
Graph #1
A study of the first graph shows that the principal perceived
himself to be a democratic type leader; that is, he motivates his faculty
with rewards, communicates, makes decisions, works on goals on a consul¬
tative basis, and exercises controls which effect teamwork.
At the same time, he recognizes that he does not meet the ideal
he would set for the leader (for himself). This is clearly shown in that
AUTOCRATICDEMOCRATIC
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he ranks where the leader should operate at the topmost level of parti¬
cipation.
By contrast, the teachers rank him in the benevolent autocratic
level (#2) in all but the area of control. They are, however, slightly
more modest in their expectations of his professional behavior. That is,
they do not set a goal of complete participation, but rank him at the #3
level, consultative to a participatory stance.
The seventh (summary) column provides an overall assessment of
the level at which the principal perceives himself compared to his ideal
self, along with where the teachers perceive him and would like him to be.
In this school the principal perceived himself at the consultative level,
although his expectations are at the level #4, participative.
By contrast, the teachers perceived him to be autocratic, falling
at the top of level #2, the benevolent; their expectations are at level
#4, a low participative. It is evident that there is a serious discre¬
pancy between where they perceive him to operate (8.6) and the level of
their expectancy (13.6). This school is therefore considered to be
autocratic.
Graph #2
This graph shows that the principal perceives himself to be a
democratic type leader; that is, he shows confidence in his faculty,
motivates them with appropriate rewards, communicates effectively, makes
decisions consultatively, and exercised controls in a manner that the
school achieves cooperative teamwork. However, he works on goals on an
autocratic basis.
At the same time, he recognizes that he does not quite meet the
AUTOCRATICDEMOCRATIC
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ideal he would set for the leader (for himself). This is shown in that
he ranks where the leader should operate at the lower levels of partici¬
pation and the upper levels of consultation.
The teachers rank him lower: at the benevolent level (#2), in
leadership, motivation and goal setting; at the consultative level (#3)
for communication, control, and decision. Their expectations of his
professional behavior are higher than his. That is, they set goals at the
consultative and participatory levels.
The seventh (summary) column provides an overall assessment of
the level at which the principal perceives himself compared to his ideal
self, along with where the teachers perceive him and would like him to
be.
Both principal and the teachers perceived him to be at the con¬
sultative level, #3 overall. The principal realizes that he falls a
little short of the ideal he would set for himself, point 10.1. The
teachers' perception of him is at 8.9 while their expectation of him is
at the consultative level at point 13.2—a difference of 4.3. This school
was considered to be autocratic.
Graph #3
This graph reveals that the principal perceives himself to be a
democratic type leader; namely, he believes that he shows confidence in
his faculty, motivates them with appropriate rewards, communicates effec¬
tively, and works on goals on a participative basis, and exercises con¬
trols in such a fashion that the school achieves cooperative teamwork.
At the same time, he recognizes that he falls slightly below the
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in that he ranks where the leader should operate the mid-level of parti¬
cipation.
The teachers rank him at the consultative level, //3, in all but
the area of leadership. Their expectations of his professional behavior
is at the participative level, almost the same as his self-ranking.
The seventh (summary) column provides an overall assessment of
the level at which the principal perceives himself compared to his ideal
self, along with where the teachers perceive him and would like him to
be.
The principal perceives himself close to the middle of the par¬
ticipative level. The teachers perceived him at level y/3, the consulta¬
tive.
Their expectation of him is at level #4, the participative.
There is a difference of 3.6 between their perception (9.9) and the
ideal (13.5). This school is considered to be democratic.
Graph #4
This graph shows that the principal perceives himself to be a
democratic leader; that is, he believes he shows confidence in his
faculty, communicates effectively, works on goals on a consultative
basis, and exercised controls in such fashion that the school achieves
cooperative teamwork.
At the same time, he recognizes that he does not meet the ideal
he would set for the leader (for himself). This is visible in that he
ranks where the leader should operate at the level of participation.
The teachers rank him at the consultative level, #3, in all
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They are only slightly more modest in their expectations of his profes¬
sional behavior. That is they do not set a goal of complete participa¬
tion.
The seventh (summary) column provides an overall assessment of
the level at which the principal perceives himself compared to his ideal
self and where the teachers perceive him (10.7) as against where they
would like for him to be (14.3).
Both principal and teachers rank him at level //3, consultative
level, except for decisions, which falls at level #2, benevolent. This
school is considered to be democratic.
Graph #5
A study of graph #5 reveals that the principal perceives himself
to be a democratic type leader; that is, he shows confidence in his
faculty, motivates them with appropriate rewards, communicates effective¬
ly, makes decisions and works on goals on a consultative level and exer¬
cises controls in such fashion that the school achieves cooperative team¬
work.
At the same time he recognizes that he falls slightly below the
ideal he would set for the leader (for himself). This is clearly shown
in that he ranks where the leader should operate at the level the
consultative level in all areas. Their expectations of his professional
behavior, call for the participation level.
The seventh (summary) column provides an overall assessment of
the level at which the principal perceives himself compared to his ideal
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The principal perceives himself at level #4, about .7 points below
his ideal level. On the other hand the teachers perceived him at level
#3, (10.9) the consultative, about 3.6 below the ideal (14.5). This
school is considered to be democratic.
Graph #6
This graph shows that the principal perceives himself to be a
democratic t3rpe leader; that is, he shows confidence in his faculty,
motivates them with appropriate rewards, communicates effectively, makes
decisions and works on goals on a participative basis, and exercises
controls in such fashion that the school achieves cooperative teamwork.
He lays claim to almost the ideal he would set for the leader
(for himself). This is clearly shown in that he ranks where he is and
where the leader should operate at the level of participation.
The teachers rank him in the democratic range in all areas also,
but noticeably below his perceived level. They are, however, slightly
more demanding in their expectation of his professional behavior. That
is, they do set a goal of participation, mid-level #4.
The summary column provides an overall assessment of the level
at which the principal perceived himself compared to his ideal self,
along with where the teachers perceive him and would like him to be.
The principal perceives himself at level #4 about .7 points below his
ideal, while the teachers perceive him at the border of level #4, (12.7)
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ANALYSIS OF FACULTY MEETINGS AND
CORRELATION WITH CLIMATE
Introduction
The hypothesis was tested using the "t" score. The 0.05 level
of confidence was employed to establish significant differences. This
study was designed to determine whether leadership style is related to
feeling about faculty meetings in six selected schools in the Fulton
County School System in Georgia. Rensis Likert's Abbreviated Profile of
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Organizational Characteristics was used to determine the leadership
style present in the school. Low averages indicate a tendency toward an
autocratically run school, while high scores indicate a tendency toward
democratically run schools. A specifically designed instrtiment was used
to secure pertinent data on meetings also.
Statement of the Problem
Do teachers' attitudes toward the school and faculty meetings





A comparison was made between the two schools appearing to have
autocratic leadership, (#1 and #2) and the four appearing to have demo¬
cratic leadership (#3, #4, #5, and #6).
/ Table 1 presents the data on the general attitude toward faculty
meetings as indicated separately for each of the two autocratic operated
schools and the four democratic operated schools.
The weighted averages of the responses of the teachers ranged
from 2.67 in one of the "autocratic" schools to 4.11 in one of the "demo¬
cratic" schools. The significance of this numerical difference between
autocratic schools’ teachers is reported in Table 1.
TABLE 1
DISTRIBUTION OF THE WEIGHTED AVERAGES OF GENERAL
ATTITUDES TOWARD FACULTY MEETINGS AS INDICATED













Autocratic 1 38 11 3.45
2 40 15 2.67
Democratic 3 39 14 2.78
4 37 9 4.11
5 37 10 3.7
6 34 9 3.78
Further study of the data indicates that the level of apprecia'
tion for faculty meetings is higher among teachers at democratically
operated schools than those at autocratically operated schools. It should
be noted that with the exception of school 3, the average of each demo¬
cratic school is greater than the average of all autocratic schools.
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So without the aid of a statistical test, the data indicate a higher
level of appreciation for faculty meetings among teachers at demo¬
cratically run schools.
The weighted totals were determined by multiplying the number of
responses by the assigned weight given for each response by respondents.
Averages were determined on the six tables by dividing the weighted
total by the total number of questions on the questionnaire. This method
was used to determine the difference between the autocratic and democra¬
tic leadership styles found in the six schools.
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An analysis of the data collected from the questionnaire, which
was designed to elicit responses of faculty about faculty meetings, and
presented in Table 2 shows that when the autocratic schools are compared
with the democratic schools, there is a significant difference in the
mean response between the two groups.
TABLE 2
COMPARISON OF THE DIFFERENCE IN THE WEIGHTED AVERAGES OF
ORGANIZATIONAL CLIMATE BETWEEN THE PERSONNEL OF TWO
AUTOCRATIC AND FOUR DEMOCRATIC OPERATED SCHOOLS
AS MEASURED BY THE LIKERT'S ABBREVIATED PRO-
FILE OF ORGANIZATIONAL CHARACTERISTICS










Further analysis of the data indicated that there was a mean
difference of 2.300 with a "t" score of 3.8 which is necessary at the
0.05 level of confidence with 4 degrees of freedom. The "t" score of
3.8 is in favor of the teachers in the autocratic schools as compared
to teachers in the democratic schools.
TABLE 3
PRINCIPALS' AND TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS
OF FACULTY MEETINGS AT SCHOOL #1
Answers Weighted
5 4 3 2 1 Total
Total T 14 46 27 30 15 410
Average
Score T 1.27 4.18 2.45 2.72 1.36 34.2
Total P 2 5 4 42
Average
Score P 1 1 1 15.6
Table 3—School #1
Table 3 revealed the teachers had a combined favorable average
of 5.45 (1.27 + 4.18) above the neutral response and an unfavorable
average of 4.08 below the neutral level, while the principals' responses
were at and above the neutral level.
The responses at this school perceived to be "autocratic" showed




PRINCIPALS’ AND TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS







5 4 3 2 1
19 53 32 55 19
1.26 3.5 2,1 3.7 1.3
532
44.3
Total P 10 2 58
Average
Score P 1 1 3.6
The responses at the perceived "autocratic" school appeared more
unfavorable than favorable. This may be due to the high degree of dis¬
satisfaction present at this school.
Table 4—School #2
Table 4 shows the teachers had an average of 4.75 (1.26 + 3.5)
above the neutral level and an unfavorable response of 5 (3.7 + 1.3)
below the neutral level, while the principals’ responses were above the
neutral level. The responses at this perceived "autocratic" school
appeared more unfavorable than favorable. This may be due to the high
degree of dissatisfaction present at this school.
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TABLE 5
PRINCIPALS' AND TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS
OF FACULTY MEETINGS AT SCHOOL #3
Answers Weighted
5 4 3 2 1 Total
Total T 73 35 50 11 508
Average
Score T 5.2 2.5 3.6 0.78 42.3
Total P 9 1 1 1 54
Average
Score P 1 1 1 1 4.1
Table 5—School #3
Table 5 shows the teachers had an average of 5.2 above the neutral
level and an unfavorable response of 4.38 (3.6 + 0.78) below the neutral
level. The principals' responses were above the neutral level. The
responses at this perceived "democratic" school were more favorable than




PRINCIPALS' AND TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS
OF FACULTY MEETINGS AT SCHOOL #4
Answers Weighted
5 4 3 2 1
Total
Total T 23 36 19 17 8 378
Average
Score T 2.6 4 2.1 1.9 0.8 31.5
Table 6—School #4
Table 6 shows the teacher had a favorable average of 6.6 (2.6+4)
above the neutral level and an unfavorable average of 2.7 (1.9 + 0.8) be¬
low the neutral level. The principal had favorable responses above the
neutral level. This perceived "democratic school's reactions towards
faculty meetings are good.
TABLE 7
PRINCIPALS' AND TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS
OF FACULTY MEETINGS AT SCHOOL #5
Answers Weighted
5 4 3 2 1
Total
Total T 2 69 36 11 2 418
Average
Score T 1 7. 7 4 1.2 0.2 34.8
Total P 3 3 1 49
Average
Score P 1 1 3.1
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Table 7—School #5
Table 7 shows the teachers had a favorable average of 8.7 (1 +
7.7) above the neutral level and an unfavorable response of 1.4 (1.2 +
0.2) below the neutral level. The principals' responses were favorable
above the neutral level. This perceived "democratic" school's responses
were very favorable toward faculty meetings.
TABLE 8
PRINCIPALS' AND TEACHERS' PERCEPTIONS





5 4 3 2 1
Total
22 53 18 5











Table 8 shows the teachers had a favorable average of 7.5 (2.2 +
5.3) above the neutral level and an unfavorable response of 1.5 below
the neutral level. The principals' responses were favorable above the
neutral level. The responses of this perceived "democratic" school were
very favorable toward faculty meetings.
35
Table 9 presents data on the compared averages of principals'
leadership styles in the two autocratic and four democratic operated
schools which shows the following:
Autocratic School //I - The "Is" perception of leadership style
average index was 8.6 with an "Ought" average index of 13.6 to show a
difference of 5.0 in favor of "Ought" perception of leadership style
according to teachers.
Autocratic School #2 - The "Is" perception of leadership style
average index was 8.9 with an "Ought" average index of 13.2 to show a
difference of 4.3 in favor of the "Ought" perception of leadership style
according to teachers.
Democratic School #3 - The "Is" perception of leadership style
average index was 9.9 with an "Ought" average index of 13.5 to show a
difference of 3.6 in favor of the "Ought" perception of leadership style
according to teachers.
Democratic School #4 - The "Is" perception of leadership style
average index was 10.7 with an "Ought" average index of 14.3 to show a
difference of 3.6 in favor of the "Ought" perception of leadership style
according to teachers.
Democratic School //5 - The "Is" perception of leadership style
average index was 10.9 with an^"Ought" average index of 14.5 to show a
difference of 3.6 in favor of the "Ought" perception of leadership style
according to teachers.
Democratic School //6 - The "Is" perception of leadership style
average index was 12.7 with an "Ought" average index of 15 to show a




COMPARISON OF THE DIFFERENCE IN AVERAGES OF LEADERSHIP
STYLES AS INDICATED FOR PRINCIPALS IN AUTOCRATIC





1 8.6 13.6 5.0
2 8.9 13.2 4,3
3 9.9 13.5 3.6
4 10.7 14.3 3.6
5 10.9 14.5 3.6
6 12.7 15 2.3
Further, Table 9 indicates that the teachers in both the auto¬
cratic and democratic operated schools tended to perceive that the
principals’ leadership style was significantly below the criterion or
ideal style of leadership which teachers had come to expect. Again the
data in Table 9 tend to reaffirm the universal opinion that, what is
the situation in most instances, is far from what should be the situation.
In the third instance the data showed that these principals are not
living up to the expectations of the classroom teachers whom they lead.
Questionnaire - Degree of Teacher Satisfaction with Perceptions
of roles in Faculty Meetings.
With reference to the twelve (12) criteria of desirable activity
and behavior in faculty meetings neither the "autocratic" schools nor the
"democratic" schools manifested a significant or meaningful degree of
satisfaction in meeting these criteria of excellence or desirable patterns
for faculty meetings.
An analysis of the data shown in Table 10 indicates a mean score
of 2.47 for the principals and a mean score of 3.75 for the teachers with
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an indicated "t" of 0.5 at 71 degrees of freedom which was not significant.
The null hypothesis for these data was rejected.
TABLE 10
COMPARISON OF MEAN DIFFERENCES OF LEADERSHIP STYLES
AND FACULTY MEETINGS AS INDICATED BY PRINCIPALS
AND TEACHERS
N MEAN ll^ll d.f.
Principals 6 2.47 0.5 71
Teachers 68 3.75
Further study of the data indicated that the "t" score was 0.5.
The test at the P = .05 level of significance with seventy-one degrees
of freedom leads to the conclusion of "no significant difference". The
hypothesis was affirmed.
Summary of Statistics on Teacher Responses to
Questions on Leadership and Faculty Meetings
The statistics shown in Table 11 represents a summary of the in¬
dices on leadership and faculty meetings for each of the two autocratic
schools and each of the four democratic schools as presented in Tables
4-9.
Table 11 presents a summary of the mean responses of teachers to
the questions on leadership and faculty meetings.
The Chi-Square Test was used to test this hypothesis and yielded
a chi-square value of 0.193 with five degrees of freedom. The critical
2
value of X is 11.57; hence, the data show that there is no association




SUMMARY OF THE MEAN RESPONSES OF TEACHERS TO THE
QUESTIONS ON LEADERSHIP AND FACULTY MEETINGS
Schools 1 2 3 4 5 6 Total
Satisfaction
w/Leadership 5.1(4.7) 4.3(4.3) 3.6(3.8) 3.6(3.6) 3.6(3.6) 2.3(2.6) 22.5
Satisfaction
w/Faculty
Meetings 2.9(3.3) 3.0(3 ) 3.0(2.8) 2.5(2.6) 2.5(2.6) 2.1(1.9) 16.1
Total 8.0 7.3 6.6 6.1 6.1 4.5 38.6
= .0193
Satisfaction with leadership = Average "Is" - Average
"Ought"
Degrees of freedom = (# of rows - 1) x (# of columns - 1) =
lx(5)=5
The contingency table above was constructed for the purpose of
determining whether or not two variables have a relationship upon each
other.
The expected frequencies must add up to the same row and colinnn
totals as the observed frequencies.
School #1 had an observed frequency of 5.1 with an expected fre¬
quency of 4.7 for satisfaction with leadership. Its satisfaction with
faculty meetings was 2.9 for the observed frequency and 3.3 for the ex¬
pected frequency. The total for school #1 was 8.0.
School #2 had an observed frequency of 4.3 with an expected fre¬
quency of 4.3 for satisfaction with leadership. Its satisfaction with
faculty meetings was 3.0 for the observed frequency and 3 for the ex¬
pected frequency. The total for school #2 was 7.3.
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School #3 had an observed frequency of 3.6 with an expected fre¬
quency of 3.8 for satisfaction with leadership. Its satisfaction with
faculty meetings was 3.0 for the observed frequency and 2.8 for the ex¬
pected frequency. The total for school #3 was 6.6.
School #4 had an observed frequency of 3.6 with an expected fre¬
quency of 3.6 for satisfaction with leadership. Its satisfaction with
faculty meetings was 2.5 for the observed frequency and 2.6 for the ex¬
pected frequency. The total for school #4 was 6.1.
School #5 had an observed frequency of 3.6 with an expected fre¬
quency of 3.6 for satisfaction with leadership. Its satisfaction with
faculty meetings was 2.5 for the observed frequency and 2.6 for the ex¬
pected frequency. The total for school #5 was 6.1.
School #6 had an observed frequency of 2.3 with an expected fre¬
quency of 2.6 for satisfaction with leadership. Its satisfaction with
faculty meetings was 2.1 for the observed frequency and 1.9 for the ex¬
pected frequency. The total for school #6 was 4.5.
The combined totals of schools #1-6 for satisfaction with leader¬
ship was 22.5 and the combined totals of schools #1-6 for satisfaction
with faculty meetings was 16.1. The grand total for two variables
(satisfaction with leadership and faculty meetings) was 38.6.
Responses to questions on satisfaction with faculty meetings were
recorded so that a low score indicates high satisfaction, consistent with
the coding of the satisfaction with leadership variables. After the fre¬
quencies and expected frequencies (in parenthesis) were determined the
following formula was used to calculate Chi-Square Test.
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i = 1
= .034 + .011 + .035 + .048 + .044 + .047
= 0.193 <. 11.07 so that there is no associa¬
tion (correlation) between satisfaction with





The writer felt that her sampling of 100 professional staff mem¬
bers and the return of sixty-eight questionnaires were sufficient to do
a study of Selected Elementary School Teachers' and Principals' Attitudes
Toward Faculty Meetings in the Fulton County School System. Six elemen¬
tary schools comprised of 100 staff members and their principals were
the subjects used in the study. Some answers which emerged are listed
below as "findings" of this study.
Findings
1. Schools #1 and #2 were identified as autocratic
schools by teachers.
2. Schools #3, #4, #5, and #6 were identified as
democratic schools by teachers.
3. There was no significant difference between the
perceptions of "what is" and "what ought" to be
in administrative and supeirvisory practices for
principals and teachers. Both principals and
teachers realize the discrepancy between the
existing situation and the ideal situation.
4. There was no difference between the "ought"
levels of operation in democratically and
autocratically operated schools.
5. Principals perceived what occurred in their
faculty meetings differently than the teachers.
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6. There was no relationship between satisfaction
with leadership and satisfaction with faculty
meetings as indicated in Table 11.
7. The study supports the null hypothesis:
Ho There is no relationship between
organizational climate as per¬
ceived by teachers and their
attitudes toward faculty meetings.
Conclusions
An analysis of the findings of this study warrants the following
conclusions:
1. There was a difference between the misconcep¬
tions generated by popular discussion and the
actual leadership style of the principals.
2. Both principals and faculty members recognized
a disparity between the way principals exer¬
cise leadership and the way they thought he
should.
3. The teachers were not satisfied with faculty
meetings as much as the principal perceived
them to be.
4. Faculty members were barely tolerant of faculty
meetings.
5. Leadership style has nothing to do with atti¬
tudes toward faculty meetings.
Implications
The findings and conclusions of this report on research warrant
that certain implications be drawn. The implications of this study are:
1. One cannot judge the acceptability of faculty
meetings and faculty members solely on the
basis of leadership style in the school.
2. That teachers need to be given an opportunity
to evaluate and discuss the merits of faculty
meetings with the principal.
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3. Better mechanisms for carrying out faculty
meetings be developed.
Recommendations
The findings, conclusions and implications derived from this re¬
search warrant the following recommendations;
1. That a teacher-principal committee be estab¬
lished to evaluate and make appraisals by
means of periodic reviews so that there would
be a minimum of dissatisfaction and a produc¬
tive use of time.
2. That a continuous study be conducted so that
information will be available to assess the
effectiveness of faculty meetings.
Helpful Hints for Teachers
Charles R. Nelson lists two immediate contributions an individual
can make which should produce results in a short time for effective
faculty meetings:
1. Actively urge the refinement of the group's
emphasis.
2. Work to arouse interest in the dynamics of
group process.
To achieve the first step, the author suggests that the group re¬
serve for itself only those problems which directly concern it, about
which it can take action, and for which it has authority to act—partially
or completely. One of the frequent failings of meetings is the expendi¬
ture of so many minutes on inappropriate problems.
Arousing interest in the dynamics of the group process requires
some extensive but rewarding effort. Regardless of the quality of the
28
Charles R. Nelson, "What, Another Meeting?" Educational Leader¬
ship 7 (January 1950): 256.
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content it must be accompanied by effective group interactions if real
results are to be obtained. It requires a vivid awareness on the part of
each participant of the very real responsibilities assumed when he
accepted membership in the group.
From the first get-together, the membership should understand
that planning for subsequent meetings is its responsibility.
The role of the chairman for effective meetings is to plan ex¬
tensively with the planning committee inasmuch as a great deal of pre¬
planning is necessary. Starting the discussion on time, "setting the
slate" by sustaining balance of discussion, variety and techniques, keep¬
ing a group moving, providing for summarizations, suggesting follow-up
activities, pressing for face-to-face commitment and closing on time
are some of the responsibilities of the chairman. Keeping on a schedule
demands dogged determination, but it is done with a minimum of overt
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effort so that efficiency and good morale prevail.
The individual participant accepts the responsibility of ac¬
quainting himself with purposes of the meeting, with probable topics in¬
volved, and the starting hour. For constructive participation he stress¬
es issues involved instead of personalities; disciplines himself to con¬
tribute verbally to a reasonable extent; assumes the center of interest
when appropriate; listens critically and provides questions, answers,
and suggestions which are relevant.
"The recorder usually keeps a running account of the important
points discussed during the meeting. If a group is interested in action,
this participation is exceedingly important, for the recording of





and made available in the minutes for continuity.”
"Frequent evaluation is in order. Did the meeting answer the
purposes as set out in the beginning? Does the group see the next
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steps ahead? Was something accomplished, even in the broad sense.
"The chairman does not have to start this analysis. Any parti¬
cipant can. Possibly one member can take two to five minutes at the
close of the meeting to share with the group the overt signs of progress,
immobility, or even regress. Once in a while the group should receive a
short evaluation sheet checklist type, so that a group reaction can be
„32
obtained. This is often asked of each participant as he rises to leave.
Dr. Richard F. Schmuck and Dr. Phillip J. Runkel, list four goals
to serve as a criterion for good faculty meetings. They are as follows:
1. Plan how to set clear goals for the meeting.
a. letting agenda be available prior to
meetings
b. placing agenda on chalkboards or bul¬
letin boards so suggestions may be
submitted
c. including discussions of sub-groups,
etc •
2. Do planning prior to meetings (plan in the same
way lesson plans are executed.)
3. Attend to the kinds of actions taken in conduct¬
ing meetings.
a. seating arrangements (fishbowl or circle)
b. buzz groups (let four or five persons





c. summarize what the last speaker said
4. Spending time tojgvaluate how meeting went after the
meeting is over.
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Richard Schmuck and Phillip Runkel, Tape: "Improving Faculty










I am currently working toward the Ed.S. degree in School Admini¬
stration and Supervision at Atlanta University, Atlanta, Georgia. The
problem of my research is "A Comparison of Elementary School Teachers'
and Principals' Attitudes Toward Faculty Meetings".
I am soliciting your help in assisting me as principal of one of
the elementary schools of Fulton County to cooperate with me on this study,
by completing a questionnaire yourself and by requesting 10-15 faculty
members in your school to complete the enclosed questionnaire. All data
will be regarded as confidential. Schools will not be Identified.
I would like to have the questionnaires returned by May 20, 1977,
as I am attempting to graduate this summer. I am enclosing an envelope
in which your responses can be enclosed and sent to me at Avery Elementary
School.
Your cooperation is greatly appreciated.
Sincerely yours.




Circle one number in each row that best describes
your perceptions about faculty meetings
1. You have a voice in planning the agenda
and preparing items for discussion in
faculty meetings.
2. You have a voice in determining the time
and length of your faculty meetings.
3. You are given an opportunity to chair a
regularly scheduled faculty meeting.
4. Evaluation of faculty meetings are held.
5. Items which are important to you as a
faculty member occupy most of the time of
faculty meetings.
5 4 3 2
5 4 3 2
5 4 3 2
5 4 3 2
5 4 3 2
6. You are cautious about what you say in
faculty meetings.
7. Your general reactions to faculty meetings
in your school are satisfactory
8. In faculty meetings there is a good feel¬
ing among teachers of "let’s get things
done."
5 4 3 2
5 4 3 2
5 4 3 29.Faculty meetings provide for participation
by teachers in decisions on adoption of new
school policies. 5 43210.Faculty meetings provide for participation
by teachers in decisions on adoption of new
school procedures. 5 432
11. Faculty meetings provide for participation
by teachers in decisions on adoption of new
school programs. 5 432
12. Your general reaction to faculty meetings
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